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acted the dream of many others: He shot four 

punks who tried to shake him down. As they lay 
bleeding, he helped a hysterical woman to a seat, spoke brief- 
ly to a conductor, and vanished into the tunnel. 

For more than a week the “subway vigilante” was a 
nameless legend. Police appeals for tips resulted in a flood 
of phone calls praising the gunman. Radio talk shows 
and letters-to-the-editor columns were filled with encomia. 
When the authorities posted a composite police drawing of 
the gunman’s face, someone drew a halo over it. 

The subterranean rage of the subway class had finally 
surfaced. Whoever this gunman was, he was a hero to 
countless people who had lived for years in constant fear 
of the kind of kids who had “asked” him for $5. The kids 
were actually legal adults with arrest records, one of them 
awaiting trial, three of them carrying screwdrivers. 

The authorities reacted in their own way. Mayor Ed 
Koch dispatched 1,300 extra police to find the gunman 
and warned that vigilante action was the sort of thing that 
had led to the Holocaust. Governor Mario Cuomo warned 
that the vigilante spirit hurts innocent people “in the long 
run.” Assorted pundits, especially in the editorial section of 
the New York Times, deplored the shooting and offered 
similar admonitions. 

True, the gunman might have hurt innocent people. But 
he didn’t. And despite the sober warnings from on high, 
subway riders weren’t afraid of vigilantes. They were afraid 
of muggers. 

On December 31, a slender, 37-year-old electrical engi- 
neer named Bernhard Hugo Goetz turned himself in at a 
New Hampshire police station and gave a full, possibly 
incriminating statement as to how he had shot the impor- 
tunate foursome. It was now an international news story. 
Goetz, it transpired, had been mugged and injured in 1981. 
The incident had obsessed him. He had tried to get a pis- 
tol permit but had been denied on grounds of insufficient 
need. (The publisher of the New York Times, Arthur Ochs 
Sulzberger, who doesn’t ride the subways, had shown suffi- 
cient need.) Goetz had also tried to organize neighborhood 
crime-fighting groups. Friends and neighbors said he talked 
about crime all the time. 

There were also press reports that Goetz had made “rac- 
ist” remarks to neighbors. Jimmy Breslin of the Daily 
News, who had attacked the gunman and his sympathizers 
from the start, hinted in his column that Goetz might turn 
out to be a little crazy. 
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Goetz may have overreacted. His trial should clarify that 
question. If he did, however, he scarcely overreacted more 
wildly, given the circumstances, than New York’s elite 
overreacted by flying into a panic at the thought that oth- 
ers might “take the law into their own hands.” 

The authorities and their friends at the Times have man- 
aged to take two decades of runaway street crime calmly 
enough, but a single act of self-defense had them all but 
declaring a state of anarchy. Actually, New York is a long 
way from anarchy: Under anarchy, nothing forbids you to 
shoot your attackers. But the elite was alarmed less by the 
shooting than by the overwhelming popular response to it. 

There was a reason for the panic. Goetz had inadvert- 
ently struck a nerve. He had called into question the le- 
gitimacy of the whole liberal regime. 

Generations of Americans have taken for granted that 
the first business of government is to protect the citizen 
from violence. The liberal regime, however, has found a 
higher mission for itself: diverting wealth from those who 
produce it to those who are politically powerful, alias “the 
poor.” This has inevitably diluted the energy and attention 
available for fighting crime. 


many dependents as possible. At one time this was 

achieved through more modest forms of patronage 
and cronyism. Now it is done on a grand scale through 
“social services” and redistribution. The Census Bureau re- 
ports that 42 million Americans now receive money from 
Washington. State and local governments offer their own 
favors. 

The cost, of course, is great. This year the Federal Gov- 
ernment will spend around a trillion dollars, which comes 
to about $4,000 per citizen. The state of New York im- 
poses a 4 per cent sales tax and an income tax; New York 
City adds a 4.25 per cent sales tax and another income 
tax. Somehow all this spending isn’t buying the average 
New Yorker his basic right of physical safety. 

The figures on spending and taxing are only the shadow 
of a range of government activities at every level that has 
expanded beyond rational definition, beyond constitutional 
limit, beyond comprehension. But the people who work 
for the Servile State are deeply though dimly aware of 
their own futility. The part of their earnings taken in taxes 
does them no good. It goes to somebody else, and if they 
find themselves cornered in a tight spot by young hoods, 
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they know that the ubiquitous state will, for once, be else- 
where. 

But every economic order rests on a moral order, and 
the liberal regime has an ideological answer for all this. It 
sees the criminal himself as a “victim of society,” one 
more argument for the panacea of redistribution, since pov- 
erty causes crime. Once the “root causes” of crime are 
addressed and “social justice” is achieved, the crime prob- 
lem will be automatically taken care of. Crime is therefore 
a residue of the bad old conservative order, even though it 
has sharply increased (while liberals have sympathized with 
criminals) under the new liberal order. Liberalism supplies 
a kind of secular theodicy, absorbing the problem of evil, 
as subway riders know it, in grand socioeconomic explana- 
tions and urging the citizen to wait for what Governor 
Cuomo calls “the long run.” 

Bernhard Goetz suddenly made all that sort of talk sound 
hollow. The four lads who crowded him and wanted his 
money weren’t specimens of Homo economicus. Even the 
liberals hardly dared to talk about root causes, the need for 
gun control, or the impoverished background of Goetz’s 
putative attackers. 

All the same, the authorities bore no hard feelings to- 
ward the four. The Times cited one prosecutor as saying 
no charges would be brought against them for trying to 
shake Goetz down, since ‘“‘a request for $5 is not a crime.” 
The liberal regime may regard the criminal as a social 
problem, ‘but not as an enemy. It feels threatened more by 
recalcitrant taxpayers, who threaten its lifeline, and by vig- 

ilantes, who enrage an otherwise acquiescent mass of citi- 
zens against it, than by mere muggers and rapists. Goetz 
would be prosecuted. 

A grand jury, however, finally voted to charge him only 
with illegal firearms possession. It decided his actual use of 
the weapons constituted “reasonable force.” 


give crime stories big treatment. The tabloids are 
read by the people who ride the subways—people 
with modest incomes who live in dangerous neighborhoods. 
The Times has a different clientele. Its readers are more 
likely to ride in taxis or even limousines and to live in 
better neighborhoods where the apartment houses have door- 
men for good measure. Accordingly, the Times buries crime 
stories back in the local section, far behind the important 
stories that concern its important readers. Its editorials call 
for prison reform and oppose capital punishment and affect 
a sociological rather than a moral perspective on crime. 
So while the tabloids were selling papers with screaming 
full-page headlines on the “Death Wish gunman,” day after 
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day after day, the Times cooled it. It was only when the — 


popular reaction refused to abate, that the Times, like a 
slowly stirring mastodon, began to direct its attention to 
the case and treat it as the big story it was. 

Goetz was definitely an irritant. You can’t have people 
acting like that, the Times opined, in many times as many 
words. More to the point—though the Zimes didn’t say 
it—you can’t have people in an uproar against the liberal 
elite. Something had to be done about Goetz, to quash 
popular sympathy for him and to encourage the legal au- 
thorities to bear down on him, hard. 

Picking up Breslin’s hint about Goetz’s mental health, 
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perhaps, the Times ran a long story on Goetz’s background 
and personality. While friends were quoted as calling him 
stable, law-abiding, responsible, even “a genius” in his pro- 
fession, there were plenty of contrary hints. Some saw him 
as “a profoundly introspective and secretive man whose 
friendliness falls short of real friendships and whose out- 
spoken views on crime mask [sic] a darker personality 
obsessed by irrational fears.” He was “inward-looking, so- 
cially awkward.” He was “a lonely 37-year-old man who 
has sustained major traumas in life’ and was given to 
“strange behavior and erratic moods.” He had been di- 
vorced, had feigned mental illness and sought psychiatric 
aid to avoid the draft during the Vietnam War. 

One of the “major traumas” had been his father’s con- 
viction on a charge of molesting two 15-year-old boys. 
Take note, you who think of defending yourselves in sub- 
ways. The foundations of your psyche, including any skel- 
etons in the family closet, may appear in the Times. 

The Times pulled out the stops to depict Goetz as a 
weirdo and to invite its distinguished readership to have a 
go at psychoanalyzing him. There were no similar depth- 


For liberals, Goetz was 
presumptively the bad guy. 
Like many whites, he felt 
singled out for crime because 
of his race. Was he? Are 
criminals ractst? Ever? 


psychology profiles of the four muggers; evidently their be- 
havior was perfectly intelligible on its own terms and didn’t 
call for unmasking. A request for $5 is not a crime, nor 
even a symptom. (A Times editorial the same day de- 
nounced capital punishment.) 

The Times dealt lightly with another aspect of the case. 
Goetz is white; his attackers, or supplicants, are black; so 
were the three who mugged him in 1981. 

Obvious facts, but it is hard to know what to make of 
them. Many blacks took Goetz’s side without hesitation. 
Roy Innis of the Congress of Racial Equality (two of 
whose sons died as victims of street crime) even offered to 
raise money for his legal defense. 

While there were hints about Goetz’s racial attitudes, 
those of his accosters (if that’s the word) were again 
passed over. But black-on-white crime is a phenomenon as 
common as it is unanalyzed. 

For liberals, Goetz was presumptively the bad - guy. 
Which raises an interesting question. Like many whites, he 
felt singled out for crime because of his race. Was he? 
Are criminals racist? Ever? And why is liberalism so unin- 
terested in this racial angle? 

The first time he was mugged, one of his assailants was 
caught and took up the interesting tactic of accusing Goetz 
of having started the incident. The mugger even filed a 
complaint to that effect. Goetz was fit to be tied. He told 
the police, “I think it’s kind of ridiculous to consider that 


someone, let’s say in my position, carrying things”—in the 
course of his work he carries valuable instruments and 
large sums of money—“would start up with three blacks 
alone, in the subway system.” 

Of course. Even a man whose father was a child-molester 
would have better sense than that. But the punks know 
the system. The official presumptions don’t take street wis- 
dom into account. No police report would dare suggest the 
probability that a lone white man wouldn’t be the one to 
start a fight with three blacks. So a cop told Goetz that in 
the (probable) event of a “mediation hearing,” he would 
probably be asked to “go over there and shake hands” 
with his assailants. Goetz apparently didn’t realize that one 
of the three, at least, later served four months in jail for 
the attack. All he knew was that he later saw the same 
man on the street mugging someone else. 

The liberal regime now presumes, as a matter of official 
policy, that white Americans are racist. Their motives are 
automatically suspect. But something enormous is left en- 
tirely off the liberal map of moral reality. 

The liberal language—the language of Times editorials, 
the language that tacitly shapes Times reportage—abounds 
in words for the hostility of the native for the alien, the 
majority for the minority, the respectable for the marginal, 
white for black, Christian for Jew, and so forth. We have 
prejudice, bigotry, racism, anti-Semitism, nativism, xenopho- 
bia, bias, discrimination, and so forth. But these words are 
themselves prejudicial: They sum up, one-sidedly, a vast 
range of sentiment and behavior without admitting recipro- 
cal moral realities: the hostility of Jew for Christian, black 
for white, marginal for respectable, minority for majority, 
alien for native, abnormal for normal. Yet anyone who 
walks the streets of New York knows vividly, after a 
while, that these attitudes are real too, and they are all 
the more powerful for passing unnamed. Not to say un- 
censured. 

This is liberalism’s dirtiest secret: the concealed malignity 
of many marginal people and those who profess to speak 
for them. If we can sum up the worst attitudes of one side 
in the term “Nativism,” then we ought to have some such 
term as “Alienism” (with apologies to the psychiatric pro- 
fession) to sum up those of the other. You see traces of it 


in the sullen black kids who inflict their blaring radios on 
whole carloads of strangers. You see it in the disposition 
of Jewish groups to act persecuted by Christmas festivities. 
You see it in feminists who want to avenge themselves on 
the entire male sex, in homosexuals who act victimized by 
the government’s failure to find cures for the exotic new 
diseases they give each other. 

But you see Alienism in its Sunday best on the editorial 
page of the New York Times. It would be only a slight 
overstatement to say “they always blame America first” 
~—America, or the Catholic Church, or the white majority, 
or the free-enterprise system, or the entire Western moral 
tradition. A moral animus against the distinguishing features 
of American and Western identity is the constant spring of 
Times editorial rhetoric. The racial minority, the criminal, 
the homosexual, the subversive, the Soviet Union—these 
are habitually vindicated or excused, or otherwise used as 
so many sticks to beat the Native with. 

This perspective on marginal people may be valuable, 
and deserves to be considered, because marginal people 
are, after all, people. A generous society makes room for 
them, as America has done. But their perspective can never 
safely have more than an advisory position in the culture; 
to make it sovereign, to give it a moral monopoly, is to 
cast ourselves as villains in a crude melodrama. 

A healthy society needs its self-respect. It needs to keep 
its moral traditions reasonably intact, its property arrange- 
ments reasonably stable, its citizens reasonably safe, its bas- 
ic energies and motives reasonably free from overbearing 
censorious scrutiny. It can’t afford to indulge what Chester- 
ton calls “the modern and morbid habit of always sacrific- 
ing the normal to the abnormal.” 

By morbid habit the liberal elite is relentlessly Alienist, 
forever attacking the core of our morale. “Democratic 
civilization,” Jean-Francois Revel remarks, “is the first in 
history to blame itself because another power is working 
to destroy it.” Sample a week’s editorials and political 
columns in the Times. You may find one article attacking 
Pius XII (yet again) for not saying enough, in admittedly 
difficult circumstances, against Nazism; while another sneers 
at Ronald Reagan for saying too much against Commvu- 
nism. An editorial may excuse the Soviets for an attempt 
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on the life of the current Pope; one Op-Ed piece, perhaps 
by a fellow of the Institute for Policy Studies, will warn 
that the FBI and CIA need careful watching, and another 
will scoff at those who say as much about Soviet com- 
pliance with arms-control or biochemical-warfare treaties. 
The pattern is repeated in a parallel version on domestic 
matters: Socially marginal people are instinctively defended 
not because they are people but because they are marginal. 

The Times affects to speak for the “Alien” in the ac- 
cents of “Native” noblesse oblige. But its unmistakable “pat- 
tern of discrimination” convicts it of actually preferring the 
Alien and hating the Native. When it takes the Soviets’ 
part, it isn’t suppressing normal patriotic impulse; it appar- 
ently has no such impulse. Even its reportage is infected 
by this tropism for the Alien, Although the occasional Hen- 
ry Kamm may expose Communist brutalities, the Times 
has a long tradition of reporters doing advance public 
relations for Communist regimes: Walter Duranty in the 
Soviet Union, Herbert Matthews in Cuba, David Halber- 
stam in Vietnam, Sydney Schanberg in Cambodia, Alan 
Riding and Raymond Bonner in Central America. 


Like Nativism, Alienism 

is a personal moral 

option. One simply chooses 
hostility and invents 
ideological justifications 
for it 


One longs for an occasional unguarded burst of irre- 
pressible patriotism in the Times editorial column. It never 
comes. Instead one encounters the same old pseudojudi- 
cious moralistic drone over “our” sins and simplicities, 
leavened by the sporadic ridicule of “evil empire.” But the 
first-person pronoun is fake: The “we” is really “they” or 
“you”—the vice of detraction (as C. S. Lewis put it) mas- 
querading as the virtue of contrition. 

What accounts for this Alienist syndrome? Is there any 
cause in nature that makes these hard hearts? One can 
point to broad ethnic correlations; the Nativist may suspect 
Jewish intellectuals, the Alienist may point out that minor- 
ities have genuinely suffered wrongs and deprivations. But 
these don’t explain the many internal defectors, spiritual 
self-exiles from the Native core of America itself (Gore 
Vidal comes to mind). They don’t explain the recent mass 
migration of Jewish intellectuals to neoconservatism, or 
the simple abiding patriotism of millions of blacks who 
love America, white folks and all. All-encompassing ethnic 
explanations of the phenomenon fall into Alienism’s own 
trap of positing an “objective” alienation that falls along 
racial, sexual, and economic lines. Nativism simply fails to 
explain the kind of transcendent loyalty America inspires. 

Like Nativism, Alienism is a personal moral option. One 
simply chooses hostility and invents ideological justifica- 
tions for it, with more or less lucidity than Richard IIT bas- 
ing his choice of villainy on the fact of his deformity. 
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Such an attitude may be tempting to the individual, but 
it is never fated by his situation. Jews, blacks, and crip- 
ples may all be said to be “members of minorities,” but 
they need not on that account be alienated. Most of them 
probably aren’t. Actual malcontents cross all sorts of social 
boundaries, and they have a way of finding each other. 
What may begin as an ethnic hostility in the individual 
can be expanded into an ideology of alienation that unites 
him with other malcontents whose resentments have different 
personal sources; Marxism is one such umbrella ideology 
serving diverse hatred. 

The very word “minority” signifies a moral rather than 
a numerical category. Any one may be said to be a mem- 
ber, if only by abstract classification, of innumerable “mi- 
norities”: redheads, vegetarians, Kiwanis—any outnumbered 
class. But the word is now typically used to prescribe an 
attitude of moral estrangement from normal Western life. 

Catholics may be a minority (who have also endured 
hostility and “discrimination”), but they aren’t a “minority” 
in the tacitly intended sense: Their solidarity with the 
“moral majority” is too complete. Alienism doesn’t care to 
highlight anti-Catholic prejudice, moreover, because its own 
motives are anti-Catholic (when the Times seems to pro- 
mote alienation among Catholics, it tries to turn them not 
against their enemies outside the Church but against the 
Church itself; for this reason it plays up Catholic dissi- 
dents like Hans Kiing, Mario Cuomo, and so forth). 

Women, on the other hand, are a numerical majority; 
but Alienism seeks to elicit. discontent and make them an 
aggrieved “minority.” The proliferation of “accredited vic- 
tim” categories now reaches three-fourths of the popula- 
tion, and means only that nearly anyone can find, in his 
own situation, grounds for what liberalism will gladly rec- 
ognize as legitimate hostility against normal society. There 
is a practical bottom line, of course: Victimhood translates 
into claims on society’s wealth, claims to be brokered by 
the liberal state. 

Exempted from serious moral scrutiny as it has been, 
Alienism has enjoyed fantastic recent successes in recruit- 
ing. The “adversary culture” and the “counterculture” have 
all but become the official culture. The student “rebels” of 
the Sixties were actually docile pupils of a new gnosis that 
taught them to see the Native culture through a cynical 
interpretive grid. America became the “other” America of 
racism, poverty, despair, and “invisible” poverty. Capital- 
ism was reduced to “greed.” Tolerance itself was “repres- 
sive.” Racism, when not overt, was “institutional” and 
“just beneath the surface.” Good appearances were hypo- 
critical deceits. Common sense—what Marxists call “false 
consciousness”—had to be exposed and inverted. A “new 
morality” was provided. The criminal was actually a 
victim. 

Initiation into the Alienist gnosis was called “conscious- 
ness-raising.” Permutations proliferated. Feminism discovered 
that women were oppressed, that abortion was a “right,” 
and that such traditional courtesies as holding a door for a 
lady were “really” disguised male strategies of domination. 
(The “gender gap” may be an index of the Alienist cam- 
paign’s success with a whole sex.) Reality was always 
“masked” from ordinary bourgeois (unraised) conscious- 
ness. Motives always had to be hunted down. Finding them 
was never hard, for anyone trained in the facile art of 
Alienist interpretation. The expanding liberal regime claimed 


the privilege of distributing blame and accusation as well 
as wealth. 

Somehow the motives of the motive-hunters themselves 
never got the same kind of attention. Far from it. Conserv- 
atives even made a polite point of saying that the reforms 
of the new liberalism, whatever their palpable results, were 
“well intentioned.” Seldom were the advocates of those 
reforms held responsible. At worst the gnosis was deemed 
a sort of divine madness. The generation of “rebels”—my 
generation—was hailed as “the brightest generation in his- 
tory,” one of the few judgments our elders could utter at 
commencement ceremonies without fear of provoking a 
mass walkout in protest. 

Now it can be told: The student “rebellion” was actu- 
ally a grownups’ operation. Old liberals, many of them ex- 
Communists, most of them what might be called para- 
Communists, provided the ideology, the encouragement, the 
amplification, the moral approbation of “alienated” youth. 
If the young were alienated, if blacks were rioting, if crime 
was spurting, the fault lay with “our society.” The same 
adults who arranged the rebellion arranged the surrender, 
on behalf of “our society.” 

America never knew what hit it. For that matter, its 
betrayers never really knew what they had done. They 
interpreted their own motives and actions through the 
same distorting lens of ideology they used to interpret, 
more maliciously, the Native culture itself. 

The new gnosis is so thoroughly established that the 
great bulk of the immense federal budget now represents 
the transfer of wealth from those who earn it—it being a 
basic tenet of the gnosis that those who earn it don’t 
“deserve” it—to those who are “entitled” to it by an al- 
leged “need.” At risk of seeming crude, we can say that 
this is the political payoff of the whole Alienist perspec- 
tive. The political powers that be have a deep, practical 
investment in disaffection and alienation. It legitimizes their 
characteristic activity: redistribution. The liberal regime now 
enjoys a heavy lien on America’s wealth, and government 
actually subverts the ratio between effort and reward. 

Ordinary Americans dimly know, but do not fully realize, 
what this regime has done to the nation—morally, cultur- 
ally, economically, and militarily. Their “knowledge” takes 


the form of an unfocused demoralization. They know that 
they are heavily taxed and that their efforts are to that 
degree wasted. They also know that their government can’t 
be counted on to perform its most elementary duty of pro- 
tecting them from personal violence. And they know there’s 
just about nothing they can do about it. 

Now and then their real sentiments find a brief outlet. 
When Ronald Reagan runs for President. When the Soviets 
shoot down a civilian airliner. When Clint Eastwood 
cocks his Smith & Wesson at a menacing thug and growls, 
“Go ahead—make my day.” 

It tells you something that the spectacle of an evildoer 
being punished now falls into the category of escapist fan- 
tasy. This is one sort of fantasy liberals sharply disapprove 
of. It reminds people of the America they have lost. The 
“fantasy” is also a memory; the liberals want us to forget 
it, lest we hope for it again. 

That is why Bernhard Goetz gave them such a fright. 
He tore their whole script when he unceremoniously shot 
four of liberalism’s accredited victims. He scared them far 
more than he scared the subway riders they, in turn, tried 
to scare with fastidious warnings about the “long run” 
dangers of vigilantism. The most revealing thing about the 
incident was that Goetz got the sympathy of huge num- 
bers of blacks and Jews, two groups the Alienist liberals 
claim for their own. These minorities are much less “alien- 
ated” than we have been told, much more likely to feel 
moral solidarity with the American mainstream and frus- 
tration with the liberal regime. The very word “minority” 
—"“the dirtiest word in the language,” Morrie Ryskind has 
called it—has come to suggest a kind of division between 
classes of people that simple humanity cannot bridge. The 
American experience says otherwise. 

Though the Establishment megaphones, led by the Times, 
have tried to shout Goetz’s act down as abnormal, their 
real motive is hatred and fear of the normal. Goetz act- 
ed—excessively, maybe, but understandably—on a normal 
motive: self-defense. If everyone did that, people might start 
taking the law into their own hands and defending them- 
selves against the liberal regime that has so successfully 
practiced the fine art of mugging at a higher level. In the 
long run, guilty people might get hurt. Oo 
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